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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
Purpose 
The purpose of this thesis is to analyze 
satisfaction with services and housing satisfaction 
among single and family residents of the University 
Student Apartment Community (USAC). The purpose will 
be accomplished by using data collected in a 1984 
survey of USAC families and a 1985 survey of USAC 
single stUdents. 
Overview of the University Student Apartment Community 
The Universlty Student Apartment community 
consists of four areas; Pammel Court, Hawthorn Court, 
Unlversity Village and Schilletter Vlllage. Hawthorn 
Court and Unlversity Village are exclusively family 
units while Pammel Court and Schilletter Village have 
family and slngle student units. The descriptions of 
Pammel Court, Hawthorn Court, University Vlllage, and 
Schilletter Village are based on a chronology of Iowa 
State Housing by Schilletter (1970). 
Pammel Court originated in 1946 as a response to 
the demand for housing after World War II. The end of 
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the war brought many veterans back to college, 
resulting in rapidly growing college enrollments. 
Iowa State officials appointed B. H. Platt 
(Business Manager) and Ben W. Schaefer (Superlntendent 
of the Physical Plant) to locate housing units 
available for relocation to Iowa State. Trailers and 
demountable houses, from World War II mllltary and 
defense worker housing proJects, were located and 
moved to Iowa State College for use in a newly formed 
married housing area. 
The area was named Pammel Court because the units 
fronted on Pammel Drive. The first families occupied 
the units in Januari, 1946. By June of 1946, 152 
trailers, 50 demountable houses, 50 quonset huts (with 
two apartments 1n each) and 65 lots, where privately 
owned trailers or houses could be located, were 
available. The housing area grew and 1n September 
1946, 367 families occupied Pammel Court units. 
The college also obtained 734 aluminum barrack 
units (534 two bedroom and 200 one bedroom) furnished 
by the Federal Housing Authority under the Lanham Act. 
The readying of these units was very slow. Even 
though units were filled as they became available the 
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additional Pammel units we~e not enti~ely filled until 
the middle of fall, 1947. 
Pammel Cou~t was viewed as tempo~a~y housing and 
the units we~e eventually to be e~adicated completely. 
The fl~st units to be taken out of use we~e t~aile~s 
in 1950. The e~adication of units since 1950 has been 
ve~y slow and at p~esent the~e a~e 510 units, 350 two 
bed~oom and 160 one bed~oom apa~tments. By 1995, it 
Is expected the~e will be app~oximately 225 two 
bed~oom Pammel units ~emainlng. 
The ~emaining Pammel Cou~t unit's appea~ance 
~esemble a~my ba~~acks with co~~ugated metal 
exte~io~s. The a~ea is often ~efe~~ed to as "tin 
city". Even though they appea~ ste~ile on the 
exte~io~, many apa~tments have wa~m and homey 
inte~io~s as a ~esult of ~esidents' apa~tment 
imp~ovements. 
One bed~oom apa~tments a~e located in East Pammel 
Court which will accommodate two to th~ee students. 
Only single students a~e eligible to ~eslde in these 
apa~tments. Apa~tments fo~ the single students ~ent 
fo~ $111 pe~ month and a~e fu~nished with gas ~ange, 
~ef~lge~ato~, two bunkable beds, matt~esses and 
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mattress covers, draperies and shades for the bathroom 
and front door windows. The rental rate of $122 
includes water servlce and garbage removal but does 
not include gas, electriCity or telephone. 
Pammel Court's two bedroom apartments are for 
student families and single parents with children. 
These apartments are located in West Pammel Court. 
The unfurnished apartments rent for $100 per month and 
include a gas range, refrigerator, gas space heater, 
water heater, water and garbage removal in the rental 
rate. Gas, electricity, and telephone are the 
responsibility of the resident. 
Because Pammel Court apartments were considered 
temporary unlts, there came a need to establish 
permanent family apartments. The North half of 
Hawthorn Court was built in 1956 and the South half in 
1959 • 
• There was a great deal of investigation and 
discussion about apartments for married students 
before James Hilton, president of Iowa State at that 
time, requested that Leonard Wolf, Head of 
Architecture, and Ray Crites, a graduate assistant, 
formulate plans for what would become Hawthorn Court. 
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The plans were accepted without hesitation but 
the site decision caused some turmoil because the 
Animal Husbandry Department was housed on the proposed 
Hawthorn site. After much discussion Dr. Hilton asked 
the Animal Husbandry Department to relocate. The 
initial 96 units were completed in 1957 and were 
considered a success although changes were made before 
construction began on the second phase. 
Early In 1958, a declslon was made to construct a 
second phase of apartments, 100 addltional units. As 
mentloned earlier, some alterations were needed for 
the second phase such as: architectural, plumbing, 
electrical and heating features. This group of units 
was completed and occupied by September, 1959. 
Hawthorn Court was named after the Hawthorn tree. 
J.C. Schilletter, Director of Residence at the time, 
said "the Hawthorn tree is noted for its compactness, 
sturdiness and its brightly colored fruit. The new 
student apartments will embody these same 
characteristi,cs through being well constructed and 
attractive" ("Apartments Are Like Trees," 1956, p. 1). 
Two goals of the Hawthorn project were to provide 
individuality to the units and a sense of community 
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fo~ the a~ea. Unit individuality was achieved by 
va~ylng exte~lo~ and Inte~lo~ paInt COIO~5. Seve~al 
neut~al colo~s we~e used on Inte~lo~ walls to allow 
~esidents/ fu~nishings to easily fit the apa~tment 
scheme. Five exte~io~ colo~s, colonial blue, 
moonbeam, slate, te~~a cotta and wa~m g~ay we~e used 
to give an aesthetically pleasing exte~io~ appea~ance 
("Colo~ Glves Individuality," 1956). 
Ray C~ltes, college staff a~chitect, emphasized 
the idea of community in the site plan. Apa~tments 
we~e a~~anged in g~oupings of 32 apa~tments fo~ming a 
~ectangula~ cou~t a~ea, 12 on each side and 4 at each 
end. A cente~ cou~t a~ea was designed as a community 
cente~ whe~e child~en could play, and spouses and 
families could become acquainted (IIApa~tments A~e 
Like," 1956, p. 1). 
Cu~~ently, colo~ va~iations of the 196 
multicolo~ed units continue to give va~iety to the 
complex and enhance thel~ att~actlveness to ~esidents. 
The cou~tya~d a~ea has p~oven to be a popula~ and 
effective a~ea in which activities among neighbo~s and 
child~en take place. 
7 
Hawthorn Court houses families and single parents 
with children. The units are unfurnished providing a 
refrigerator and electric stove. They rent for $190 
per month. Water and garbage removal are included in 
the rental rate. Gas, electricity and telephone are 
the residents
' 
responsibillty. 
In the early 1960s, 80 acres of land northeast of 
the eastern part of the University golf course and 
parallel to the east side of Stange Road became 
available. The land was reasonably priced at $1200 
per acre. Even so, the University deliberated for a 
long time over the decision to purchase the land and 
build new apartments. The need for expansion in 
married-student housing coupled with the closeness of 
the land to cIty sewers, schools, and shopping areas 
convinced the University to borrow money to purchase 
the property. 
After arrangements for finanCing had been secured 
the firm of Savage and VerPloeg was chosen as 
architect. Plans were made to inspect housing units 
at five universities to use in developing plans to be 
submitted for the Iowa State proJect. 
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In an attempt to p~ovide satisfaction to the 
majo~ity of families who would ~eside in the 
apa~tments, mock apa~tments we~e built and evaluated 
by staff, ma~~ied students living in student housing, 
and othe~s. The evaluations and visits to othe~ 
housing facilities resulted in fou~ goals fo~ the 300 
unit p~oJect: 1) the units would be ~ented fo~ 
app~oxlmately $85, 2) they would have a net a~ea of 
630 squa~e feet pe~ apa~tment, 3) p~oJect arrangement 
would allow space for future development. and 4) the 
deSign of the units and the site plan would not be 
monotonous. The "townhouse" style of unit was decIded 
upon. 
Phase I of the p~oJect consisted of 300 units, 
268 two bed~oom "townhouse" style units, 24 
single-sto~y two bed~oom units and 8 single-story one 
bed~oom units. Phase II of the project consisted of 
200 two bed~oom "townhouse" apa~tments, a laund~y 
buIldIng and an administrative-maintenance building. 
The design of the apartments was aimed at 
p~oviding maximum ~esident p~ivacy. Resident privacy 
was achieved by providing individual cou~tyards (12~ 
by 14~) fo~ each "townhouse" type apa~tment. The 
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courtyard not only provided privacy but eliminated a 
"c I uttered" look 1 n the commun I t y because ch I I dren IS 
toys, barbecue equipment and other possessions could 
be stored inside the fenced in courtyard. 
Apartment buildings were designed in clusters to 
create community play areas that were grassy and most 
contained a sandbox for the children to play in. Two 
larger playgrounds were provIded for the entIre 
University Village complex. 
Phase I and Phase II apartments had similar 
designs with the exception of the common floor wall 
and square footage. Phase I was built with a 5 1/2" 
exposed brick wall designed for soundproofing. Phase 
Ills common wall was made of dry wall and the unit as 
a whole has a larger square footage. The two story 
"townhouse" units were deSigned with a living room, 
kitchen, dining area, furnace closet, and storage on 
the fIrst floor and two bedrooms, bath and storage on 
the second floor. 
In addItion to the "townhouse" style units, 
University Village was designed for 24 two bedroom and 
8 one bedroom single-story apartments called 
B-Buildings. B-Building apartments are two story 
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bulldings that consist of two one bedroom and two, two 
bedroom apartments on the ground floor and four two 
bedroom apartments on the second floor. Each two 
bedroom apartment has the same square footage as the 
Phase I apartments (522 square feet). The one bedroom 
apartments have a total square footage of 451 square 
feet. 
The two bedroom apartments rent for $204 per 
month, the one bedroom apartments for $184 per month. 
Each apartment provides a gas range, refrigerator and 
curtain rods. 
In the rent. 
Water and garbage removal are included 
Residents pay for their own gas, 
electricity, and telephone. 
In 1969, the University investigated the 
possibility of building Phase III of University 
Village. The outcome of the investigation showed 
that, since the construction of Phase II, construction 
costs had risen 33% and construction labor had risen 
38% <"High bids Threaten," 1970). Thorough 
examination of the costs and availability of funding 
led University officials to abandon the plan of 
University Village Phase III and look for a less 
expensive housing alternative. A new investigatIon 
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began, a search for modular housing. Several types of 
modular units were examined, including factory buIlt 
units. 
A modular unit produced by Sandlerbllt Homes, was 
chosen to be constructed as an experimental unit. The 
Board of Regents approved the experimental unit in 
October of 1970. The unit was built at a Boone plant 
and erected on the site of the Swine Nutrition Farm, 
at the Northwest corner of State Avenue and Mortenson 
Road. 
The four-plex consisted of two 24 by 60 foot 
duplexes stacked one above the other over a basement 
with approximately 650 square feet of living space. 
The units came with the interior flnlshed, wired, 
plumbed, cabinets installed, and painted (Iowa State 
Department of ReSidence, 1970-1971). 
The apartments contained two bedrooms, living 
room, kitchen-dining room, and bath. The basement 
provided convenient storage and laundry facilities. 
It also served as a storm shelter. 
Student families living in the University Student 
Apartment Communlty served as the evaluators of the 
modular housing and moved into the experimental units 
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in April of 1971. Overall, residents/ responses to 
the apartments were good. The amount of space, the 
basement facilities and storage were popular features. 
One suggestion was that the basements be divided into 
four parts so each family could have a portion of the 
basement (II Exper imental Use .•• ," 1970). 
In the fall of 1972, the Department of Residence 
made the decision to accept the experimental unit for 
Phase III. The modular construction decreased the 
cost of Phase III from $18,000 per apartment for the 
University Village type to $10,000 per apartment 
( "Regen ts Approve I SU," 1970). 
The site chosen was north of the eXisting 
University Village units and extended to 24th street. 
Units were built in the factory which meant weather 
problems were nonexistent and there was the advantage 
of mass construction and the efficiency of the 
assembly line ("New Married Housing," 1973). 
The units were essentially identical to the 
experimental units with three exceptions: both 
entrances were built at the same level, water heaters 
and furnaces were built into the basement instead of a 
kitchen closet, and additional insulation was added 
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between the basement and fi~st floo~ apa~tments ("New 
Fou~-Plex,P 1972). 
By fall 1977,256 apartments we~e ~eady fo~ 
occupancy by single students and family ~esldents. 
Cur~ently, the 150 two bed~oom family units a~e 
occupied by families o~ single pa~ents. Units a~e 
unfu~nished with the following exceptions: floo~s a~e 
cove~ed with inlaid linoleum, a t~ave~se ~od fo~ the 
living ~oom window, curtain ~ods fo~ bed~oom windows 
and a tension ~od fo~ the kitchen windows. 
Ref~ige~ato~s and a gas ~ange a~e also p~ovided. 
Wate~ and garbage disposal a~e included in the ~ent. 
Residents a~e ~esponsible fo~ payment of gas, 
elect~icity and telephone. Rental ~ates fo~ 
Schillette~ family units is $218 pe~ month. 
There are 64 apa~tment buildings in Schillette~ 
Village. Single students ~eside in buildings 26-64. 
Each apa~tment accommodates fou~ single students at a 
monthly ~ate of $335 pe~ month. Apa~tments a~e 
fu~nished with gas ~ange, ~efrige~ato~, fou~ desks, 
fou~ chai~s, fou~ bunkable beds, matt~esses and 
matt~ess cove~s, two chests of drawe~s, wastebasket 
and d~ape~ies. The ~ent includes wate~ and ga~bage 
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removal. Residents are responsible for gas, 
electricity and telephone payments. 
Schilletter VIllage occupancy was originally 
designed to house family residents. As single student 
, 
undergraduate enrollments increased, the Department of 
Residence made a decision to temporarily house single 
students in Schilletter units that could later be 
converted into family unIts. 
To date, single students and families live In a 
portion of Schilletter Village that is called a flex 
area. The flex area is designed to have a mixture of 
families and single students living in the same 
apartment building. The purpose of this arrangement 
encourages resIdents to learn more about those that 
are different than themselves and aids the Department 
of Residence in maintaining a maximum level of 
occupancy. 
General Overview of University 
Apartment Llterature 
Housing for married students was rarely 
considered until after World War II. The lnflux of 
veterans returning to college spurred housing 
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administrators to recognize the need for married 
student housing. Even then, housing for married 
students with families was considered temporary as 
demonstrated by the installation of temporary defense 
housing at several colleges and universities. 
At the present time, administrators have realized 
that married student families are a permanent fixture 
within the university community and have reevaluated 
housing needs for married students (see, e.g., Hughes, 
1973). The literature relevant to married students 
housing needs is sparse. There is a wave of 
literature written during the 1960s that reflects the 
acceptance of married students to the college 
envlronment (e.g., Reeves, 1963). The llterature 
indicates proposed solutions to meet the needs of 
married students in a variety of ways. After the 
1960s, lIterature written about married stUdents 
appeared sporadically until the late 70s when the 
awareness about married students increased (see, e.g., 
Lattore, 1975). 
Housing administrators have tried to assess the 
needs of student families while planning for a new 
student population. The primary objective of most 
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housing programs is to provide a sound structure for 
residents to live in while supporting the residents/ 
personal growth and educatlonal objectives (Hughes, 
1973; Lattore, 1975; Marshall, 1972; Moore, Forrest, 
and Hinkle, 1972; Reeves, 1963; Riker and DeCoster, 
1971; Sommer, 1968). 
Moen (1976) developed a list of items, based on 
research findings, defining possible alternatlves for 
student personnel services to meet the needs of 
married students. Social/recreational programs, 
workshops about financial concerns, orientation 
sessions. meeting space for resident use or housing 
daycare facilities are of particular importance to 
family housing administrators. 
The needs and objectives of Iowa State/s housing 
objectives were best presented by J.C. Schilletter. 
In 1958, Schilletter recorded these objectives for 
Iowa State: 
1. To provlde good food and living quarters 
at the lowest possible cost. 
2. To provide and maintain an educational 
facility which: 
a. fosters an academic environment for 
scholastic development 
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b. provides an opportunity for learning 
democracy through democratic group 
government 
c. encourages good habits of recreation 
and health 
d. encourages social development 
e. promotes personal adjustment 
Schilletter (1970) predlcted that Iowa State/s housing 
goals and objectives would reflect the same philosophy 
over the years but felt that the implementation of the 
objectives would change as residents
' 
needs changed. 
It is evident that Schilletter ' s prediction was 
correct because the 1985-86 student housing goals have 
not changed signiflcantly, although the implementation 
of the goals has expanded dramatically. The 1985-86 
goals are: 
1. To provIde food service (sIngle halls 
only) and housing alternatives for 
students who are enrolled at Iowa State 
University 
2. To provide a physical environment and a 
governance structure which support all 
university housing and food service 
alternatives which, in turn, offer 
education, cultural, social, recreational 
and 'developmental programs in order to 
enhance the quality of life and to promote 
the personal and community development of 
residents of university housing 
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3. To promote and encourage an open 
environment which is supportive of and 
respectful of the continued development of 
a pluralistic student body and department 
staff 
4. To provide encouragement and tangible 
support for Department of Residence staff 
members in their professional and personal 
development 
5. To offer academic and work experience 
opportunities to students pursuing career 
fields or interests in areas related to 
housing and food service 
6. To provide housing and food service 
support for university sponsored special 
programs between spring and fall semesters 
7. To generate adequate revenues based upon 
the 1985-86 fiscal year (Iowa State 
Department of Residence, 1985-86). 
Iowa State's objectives, in reference to 
literature from other family housing programs, 
indicate similar types of services offered to 
residents. 1 It is apparent that housing 
1 A collection of pamphlets and brochures from the 
following universities: Colorado State, Iowa State 
University, Michigan State University, Rutgers 
University, University of Colorado, University of 
Iowa, University of MIchigan, UnIversity of Northern 
Iowa, University of Utah, and Western Michigan 
University, 1986. 
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administrators want to provide not only quality, 
affordable housing, but meet educational and personal 
needs simultaneously. 
In assessing educational and pe~sonal needs it 
becomes clear that mar~ied students have a unique set 
of needs. Resea~chers have indicated that these needs 
fall into physical and social catego~ies (Galster and 
Hesser, 1981, Henneman, 1980). 
The physical category includes items that ~elate 
to actual apa~tment conditions and exterio~ 
facilities. The social catego~y includes items 
related to education/recreational activities, and 
relationships with staff or student government. 
Riker (1961) felt that apartments had to include 
mo~e than sleeping and study facilities. He felt that 
"an apartment must be an adequate home for a family, 
that often lncluded chlldren" (p. 24). More 
specifically, Riker felt that an apartment should 
include a living room, kitchenette, dining a~ea, bath, 
one or more bedrooms, storage space, and laundry 
accommodations as minimal requirements. In addItion 
to apa~tments, he felt that a housing project should 
have provision fo~ garbage disposal, sidewalks, area 
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lighting, p~otected playg~ounds, ext~a sto~age space, 
pa~king a~eas with ~egulated t~affic cont~ol and 
should be located close to schools and shopping 
facilities. A manage~/s office, child ca~e 
facilities, a sto~e, ~ecreation facilities and 
community ~ooms we~e conside~ed a bonus but not 
mandato~y. 
Hughes (1973) stated that early in ma~ried 
housing development, housing administ~ato~s felt that 
families we~e not in need of many, if any. 
social/student assistance related services. This 
philosophy c~eated a lack of services in the a~ea of 
child care, family financial assistance, and 
educational/rec~eational activities. Cu~~ently, most 
famIly housing p~og~ams offe~ rec~eational/educational 
activities, chIld ca~e oppo~tunities, study 
facilIties, laund~y facilities, meeting space 
accommodatlons~ etc. 1 In the 1960s, awa~eness of 
ma~ried student needs became p~evalent when unive~sity 
administ~ato~s began to Investigate single student 
need ve~sus ma~~ied student need. The ~esult of this 
awa~eness indicated that the ma~ried student had as 
g~eat a need, i£ not g~eate~, fo~ social and physIcal 
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se~vlces than the single student. Va~iables such as 
family commitments and financial p~essu~es a~e 
examples of family st~esso~s (Moen, 1976). 
The presence of single students in campus 
apa~tments is a ~elatlvely new phenomena. It was not 
until the late 1960s that universities considered 
apartment-style, unlversity-owned apartmente. for 
single students to be appropriate. Prior to that date 
t~aditional residence halls were conside~ed to be the 
best living arrangement for single students (Eckerle 
and Pearson, 1976-1977). 
Diversity seems to be the key ingredient to 
successful single student living, a factor that 
provides the best chance of meeting student needs. 
1 A collection of pamphlets and brochu~es f~om the 
following universities: Colorado State, Iowa State 
Unive~sity, Michigan State University, Rutge~s 
Unive~sity, Unive~sity of Colo~ado, University of 
Iowa, University of Michigan, University of Northe~n 
Iowa, Unive~sity of Utah, and Western Michigan 
Unive~slty, 1985. 
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Sommer (1968) cites two methods in which the dIversIty 
of needs can be met. One method is to provide 
flexible facilities, an environment that is responsive 
to individual needs, and the second method is to 
provide a variety of facilities that would give the 
student a range of choices. 
Students agree with the need for variety (Student 
Housing, 1972). Students have overwhelmingly 
responded to questions about housing choice indicating 
a preference for variety. They have wanted to choose 
the housing type that best fit their needs (Student 
Housing, 1972). 
Another researcher endorsIng the concept that 
students have a diversity of needs supports the idea 
of flexible facilities. Marshall (1972) felt that 
modification of existing housing and facilities is 
necessary because single students are beginning to 
reject traditional "institutional structures." 
The philosophy University housing administrators/ 
have about single student needs is identical to the 
student family needs; to provide a sound physical 
structure in addition to assisting with personal and 
academic-objectives (Lattore, 1975). 
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The literature written on choice of on-campus 
apartment living has been primarily limited to single 
students moving from residence hall type living 
(Eckerle and Pearson, 1976-77, Selby and Weston. 1978. 
Sommer, 1968). For this reason, assumptions about 
marrled students' llving choice must be deduced from 
single student literature. 
Students who have lived in off-campus apartments 
have expressed their desire to remain on campus 
(Student Housing, 1972). This desire to live on 
campus reinforces the importance of university-owned 
apartment programs. Single students have reported 
that they would return to campus living (apartments), 
after living off-campus, if the following items could 
be incorporated into UniversIty Housing. They want a 
variety of living options to choose from, a chance for 
small groups to establish a feeling of closeness 
through shared interests, privacy, control over their 
environment, an absence of rules and regulations and 
the option of renting rooms without board (Student 
Housing, 1972). 
Although not every desire of the single student 
can be prov1ded, it 1s clear that these students want 
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an opportunity to choose a living situation that suits 
their individual needs and allows them a degree of 
independence. If housing administrators can secure 
these needs for residents, many will choose 
university-owned apartments for their place of 
residence. 
The concept of choice ties into another theory 
called "self-selection". Self-selection theory 
claims that people rationally assess their 
characteristics and needs to choose a living option 
that is best suited for the fulfillment of those needs 
(Michelson et al., 1973). The theory supports the 
concept that variety and choice are needed in the 
planning and administration of college apartment 
housing. 
Even though the literature refers primarily to 
single students, it seems plausible, In conjunction 
with the theory of ·self-selection", that chOice of 
housing is important to married students as well. 
There are factors relevant to housing choice that 
relate to both groups. 
One of the primary factors is the cost of rent for 
the apartment. Michelson et al. (1973) report that 
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economic factors played the most crucial role in 
housing choice before World War II. Other literature 
indicates that cost is still a very essential 
ingredient for housing choice (Ankele and Sommer, 
1973; Marshall, 1972; Moore et al., 1972; Reeves, 
1963; Titus, 1972). Cost is often the most important 
consideration for moving to a university-owned student 
apartment (Ankele and Sommer, 1972; Moore et al., 
1972; Reeves, 1963; TItus, 1972; Winter et al., 1984; 
Winter et al., 1985). The University Student 
Apartment 1984 Family Survey and the 1985 Single 
Student Survey indicate that cost/rent is the most 
important consideration for moving to the University 
Student Apartment Community (Winter et al., 1984, 
Winter et al., 1985). 
Location/convenience is an important aspect in 
regard to residents' choice of university houslng. In 
a survey of male students, the respondents reported 
convenience (physical arrangement, not location) as 
their most important priority in selectlng a residence 
while female students chose location as their first 
priorlty (Tltus, 1972). 
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Location and convenience are spoken about Jointly 
because the literature has varying definitions 
regarding the topic. In some literature convenience 
is defined as close proximity to campus while other 
literature defines convenience as physical 
arrangement. Others combine physical arrangements 
with location. The end result is. that no matter what 
definition is chosen, residents/students choose 
university apartments because they are close to campus 
and have a convenient physical arrangement (Marshall, 
1972; Moore et a1., 1972; Reeves. 1963; Titus, 1972). 
AvailabIlity is also considered an indicator of 
housing choice. Availability ranked third out of 
seven items addressing reasons why residents moved to 
married housing (Moore et al., 1972). Both family and 
stngle students also indicate availability as one of 
the top three rankings for housing (Winter et a1., 
1984. 1985). 
Other apartment choice issues residents have 
concerns about are assurance of adequate privacy, 
(Ankele and Sommer, 1973, and Titus, 1972), that noise 
level be kept to a minimum (Reeves, 1973. and Titus, 
1972) and lease terms be easy to work with, month 
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lease versus 12 month, (Ankele and Sommer, 1973, and 
Student Housing, 1972). 
The apartment literature indicates that there are 
various issues residents consider when deciding to 
live in Unlversity owned apartments. Residents who 
are examining needs this closely are essentially 
pre-establishing whether student apartments are a 
satisfying living alternative for them. 
Housing Satisfaction 
The measurement of housing satisfaction Is based 
on the responses residents have about their 
contentment with a particular housing situation 
(Morris and Winter 1978). There are three separate 
stances researchers have taken in analyzing 
measurement of housing satisfaction. One stance is to 
measure overall housing satisfaction. that is, 
examining comprehensive housing needs. The second 
stance is to select and examine separate categories 
related to housing satisfaction and the third stance 
is to develop an index from individual satisfaction 
items. 
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Some common attributes measured in relation to 
satisfaction with housing have been items regarding 
space, location, community amenities, and physical 
features of the home (Galster and Hesser, 1981; Gruber 
et al., 1985; Morris and Winter, 1978). 
The measurement that exemplifies the research in 
this thesis is best defined by Gruber et al. (1985). 
They claim "that the measurement of housing 
satisfaction is likely to yield a more comprehensive 
picture if a multi-dimensional assessment including 
both specific and general aspects is used" (p. 98). 
The housing satisfaction scale in this thesls 
will be limited to physical features and the exterior 
environment of the apartment. Other physical services 
and social relationships are discussed in additlonal 
sectlons. 
The determinants of housing satisfaction have 
been examlned by looking at deficits families have. 
posItive or negative, in relation to their housing 
(Morris and Winter,· 1978). Deficits have been defined 
by cultural norms. For example, the cultural norm in 
the United States for tenure is to own a single family 
dwelling. When residents' housing conditions deviate 
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f~om these cultural norms deficits have been created. 
If a family lives in an apa~tment when a single family 
dwelling is needed, a negatlve deficit has occurred, 
however, if a childless couple lives in a single 
family dwelling when an apartment is prescribed by 
no~ms, a positive deficit has occurred. The 
lite~ature has also defined crowding, space, 
structure-type, location, quality and expenditu~es, 
and neighborhood as deficits (Mo~rls and Winter, 
1978). 
Deficits have great importance when examining 
satisfaction with housing in unive~sity owned 
apartments. University owned apartments are viewed by 
residents as a temporary housing alternative. 
Michelson (1980) discovered that residents who view 
their present housing alternative as temporary have 
lowered their housing preferences, meaning a deficit 
exists. However, by lowering their preferences, they 
have not automatically reflected aspirations for the 
future. In fact, Michelson suggests that residents 
can have satisfaction with their temporary dwelling. 
Residents have probably chosen to lower their 
preferences, while attaining a degree, to lessen the 
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seve~lty of const~alnts, p~lma~lly cost, to the family 
o~ to the individual student while looking ahead to 
the futu~e. EVen though Michelson discove~ed 
~esidents can view thei~ housing as satisfying unde~ 
the conditions desc~ibed, it seems plausible to 
conclude that ~esldents living in unive~sity housing 
may feel a sense of powe~lessness because they are 
unable to alter thei~ housing tenure, amount of space, 
or numbe~ of bedrooms. 
The~e have been seve~al socioeconomic and 
demog~aphic va~iables analyzed to investigate thel~ 
influence on satisfaction with housing: age of 
household head, length of residence in a dwelling, 
c~owding, level of education, tenu~e and income 
(Mor~is and Winter, 1978, and Spea~e, 1974). Only age 
and income have shown an independent influence on 
satisfaction according to Morris and Winter's causal 
model of ~esidential satisfaction (Morris and Winter, 
1978). There is even some evidence that specific 
features of housing explain housing satisfaction more 
thoroughly than demographic characteristics (Johnson 
and Abernathy, 1983). 
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Dissatisfaction with housing may not be a 
function of overall dissatisfaction; it may instead be 
due to dissatisfaction with specific features or unmet 
needs within the dwelling (Gruber et al., 1985; 
Johnson and Abernathy, 1983; Morris and Winter, 1978). 
Therefore, specific needs that are met by 
characteristics of the dwelling (e.g. location, 
special amenities, reasonable cost) have the 
capability of overriding a lower level of overall 
satisfaction with housing (Gruber et al., 1985, 
Michelson, 1973). 
Physical Services Satisfaction 
The literature on satisfaction with physical 
services has been most often defined as 
characteristics of the dwelling and of the community 
(Galster and Hesser, 1981; Gruber et al., 1985; 
Mlchelson, 1980). One reason ltems regarding the 
exterior of the dwelling have been included is 
because researchers have found that residents, living 
in multi-dwelling or non-conventional housing 
alternatives, consider community facilities an 
32 
extension of their housing environment (Gruber et al •• 
1985 and Johnson and Abernathy. 1983). 
Given a choice most university apartment 
residents would probably live in a single family 
dwelling (Brown. 1979; Henneman. 1980; Morris and 
Winter. 1978). Because the student family is not 
likely to be able to achieve this goal. the living 
environment that substitutes. especially the physical 
facilities. plays a very important role. 
The specific housing facilities help alleviate 
the stress felt by constraints on the household. 
Residents who live in multi-dwelling units that have 
the closest resemblance to single family dwellings 
have the greatest level of satisfaction with their 
housing (Henneman. 1980. Johnson and Abernathy. 1983). 
Henneman (1980) has several physical needs 
defined for a student apartment community. Open space 
(land not occupied by buildings) should include space 
for bike trails. sidewalks. parking and adult/children 
recreational space. Respondents. who have lived in 
such communities. have reported that some of their 
strongest needs were for recreational facilities. 
parking and landscaping (Michelson, 1980). 
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one is satisfied with the housing situation. There 
are apartment complexes that have designed 
II Interactive subdivisions" eo that laundries, child 
care services, social rooms and playgrounds are In 
close proximIty to each other (Townhouse Clusters 
Put ••• , 1969). 
Another area that Is of prime Importance to a 
student apartment community is concern for chlldren/s 
needs. Parents need to feel that there are adequate 
child care facllitles they can rely on while they are 
attending classes or working (Lattore, 1975, Reeves, 
1963). If parents do not feel their children are 
conveniently and safely cared for their satisfaction 
with living in the community will likely decrease. 
As of yet, single student needs in apartment 
housing have not been addressed. Single students have 
also expressed a need for recreational facilities, in 
addition to common facilities, in their apartment 
buildings (Selby and Weston, 1978). Students have 
indicated that recreational and common facilities are 
needed to establish and continue peer interaction. 
Physical factors have dIfferent effects on 
residents. Due to their evaluative process, what Is 
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important to one resident may be unimportant to 
another resident (Galster and Hesser, 1981). The 
overriding conclusion cited by researchers, in regard 
to physical facilities or services, was that no matter 
how a physical facility was evaluated, residents 
prefer to have physical facilities improved over 
social services (Lattore, 1975). 
Social Services Satisfaction 
Interaction within university owned apartment 
communities has had mixed reviews in current 
literature (e.g. Lattore, 1975, Moore et al., 1972). 
Overall, residents have not moved to apartment 
communities because of social relationships or for the 
interaction they anticipate having with staff. The 
exception to this concept has been single students who 
have moved from the residence halls to a housing 
alternative that they feel will provide a less 
restricted atmosphere (Eckerle and Pearson, 1976-77). 
Even though single students have wanted a less 
restricted living atmosphere, studies have shown that 
limited, qualIty contact with resIdence staff is still 
a need (e.g. Selby and Weston, 1978). Students have 
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felt a need to be kept abreast of apartment/community 
information that has a direct impact on their living. 
Examples of this type of information would be: 
housing contractS/leases, information on availability 
of apartments and student participation in setting 
pollcy and implementing programs (Selby and Weston, 
1978). 
Articles that have been written in regard to 
social services satisfaction in family student 
apartments, have been sparse, but reflect the same 
concepts as those single students have felt. The main 
concern is not the social structures or services 
within the community but a need to have information 
and social types of programs offered (Moore et al., 
1972). For example, a study that investigated the 
need for organizational change within family housing 
programs reported that residents were concerned with 
the lack of knowledge they had about administrative 
decisions that affected the community. Residents felt 
that if communication through resident government or 
family housing publications was well utilized, they 
could be included, at least partially, in the decision 
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making p~ocess thus alleviating some of the 
f~ustrations they were feeling (Paul et al., 1984). 
Activities play an impo~tant role fo~ ~esidents 
who live in university-owned apartments (Lattore, 
1972). Ove~ 60 pe~cent of the ~esidents, in Latto~e/s 
survey of family housing, indicated that activities of 
a social and ~ecreational nature should be o~ganized 
fo~ residents of married student housing and almost 80 
percent felt that seminars fo~ residents who do not 
attend the university would provide a service to the 
community. Othe~ significant findings in Latto~e/s 
study indicated that approximately 70 percent of the 
~esldents ~eported that If the programs desc~ibed 
above were added to existing housing services that 
thei~ overall housing satisfaction would be 
satisfactory to excellent. 
Conslde~able time was spent searching the 
literature to support o~ negate the hypotheses of this 
thesis. The llteratu~e review was designed to cove~ 
the University apa~tment research as it relates to the 
topic of satisfaction. Because the literatu~e 
regarding Unive~slty apartment living Is sparse, 
especially In the a~ea of satisfaction with physical 
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and social services, the literature review appears to 
be lacking substantial reference to the hypotheses. 
For this reason, a more general review of the 
literature is provIded. 
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CHAPTER II. PROCEDURES 
The information in the procedures chapter 
includes the methods by which the hypotheses of this 
thesis are tested. Several hypotheses for the family 
and single data sets and are shown in Table 1. 
Information concerning the data collection and 
sampling is also discussed. 
Hypotheses 
There are several hypotheses for these sets of 
data. The hypotheses that are expected to indicate a 
positive relationship with housing satisfaction for 
both the famlly and slngle student data are physical 
services satisfaction, social services satisfaction, 
employment status, and area of residence. A positive 
relationshlp is also antlcipated with age, income and 
previous place of residence for the single student 
data and with education and the number of children 
variable for the family data. 
The physical services satisfaction variable is 
expected to indicate a positive relationship with the 
following variables from the family and slngle student 
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Table 1. Hypotheses 
Variable 
Physical services 
satisfaction 
Social services 
satisfaction 
Age 
Income 
Length of Residence 
International 
Employed 
Education 
Area of Residence 
Chll dren 
Previous place of residence 
Note. + Positive relationship 
Negative relationship 
NA Not applicable 
Housi ng 
Satisfaction 
Fami I y Single 
+ + 
+ + 
+ 
+ 
+ + 
+ 
+ + 
+ NA 
NA + 
Physical Services 
Satisfaction 
Famil Y Slngle 
+ + 
? ? 
? ? 
+ + 
+ + 
? ? 
? ? 
+ NA 
NA + 
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Social Services 
Satisfaction 
Famil y Single 
? ? 
+ + 
+ 
? NA 
NA + 
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data: social services satisfaction, length of 
residence, and cItIzenship. A positive relatIonship 
is also expected for number of children in the family 
data and previous place of residence for the single 
data. 
Positive relatIonships expected with the social 
services satisfaction variable are length of residence 
for the family and single student survey, education 
status for the family survey. and previous place of 
residence for the single student survey. 
The researcher has unknown expectations for the 
relatIonshIp between sex of respondent and housing 
satisfaction, and with sex of the respondent, age, 
employment status, and education level with physical 
services satisfaction. Other unknown predictions are 
with the variables sex of the respondent, income, and 
number of children with social services satisfaction. 
Sample 
The two survey instruments utilized in this 
thesis came from two existing data sets from the 
University Student Apartment Community. Each survey 
was conducted by an undergraduate Family Environment 
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class. A total of 340 residents was drawn in the 
original sample. 
The data for the two surveys were collected by 
personal interviews about half hour in length with 
student families in 1984 and Single students in 1985 
livIng in the University Student Apartment Community. 
Either spouse or the head of Single parent households 
was interviewed in the family survey and individual 
students in the single survey. The interviews were 
done by trained undergraduate students under the 
supervision of the researchers. 
In each survey, a stratified random sample was 
chosen with 25 percent drawn from each designated 
area. The family survey had respondents drawn from 
each of the four areas because families reside in all 
of them. The single student survey had respondents 
drawn from the two areas in which single students 
reside, Pammel Court and Schilletter Village. 
In the family survey 89 of 356 eligible Pammel 
units were drawn, from Hawthorn court, 49 of 196 
units, from University Village 125 of 500 units and 38 
of 151 units in Schilletter Village were drawn. In 
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348 eligible single students In Schilletter Village 
and 85 names from 309 eligible single students In 
Pammel Court. Table 2 and Table 3 report the 
interviewing results for each survey by area. 
Description of Variables 
Area of residence- The family survey areas are Pammel 
Court, Hawthorn Court, University Village and 
Schilletter Village. The single student survey areas 
are Pammel Court and Schilletter Village. The area 
variable in these analyses is broken down into sets of 
dummy variables, one for each area of the community. 
They are also ordered by date of construction, 
cost of rent, and square footage of apartment (low to 
high). The area variable for the family survey is 
weighted because of the uneven proportion of response 
rates in each of the family areas. 
Cltlzenship- The citizenship variable is based on the 
question, "of which country is the household head a 
citizen?" for the family survey and "of what country 
are you a citizen?" for the single student survey. A 
dummy variable is used to represent United States 
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Table 2. Family Response Rate by A~ea 
Panmel Hawtho~n Univ. Sch il I . 
Cou~t Cou~t Village V i I I age 
O~iglnal sample 51 28 71 22 
Vacant 3 0 3 1 
Not eligible 0 1 0 1 
Final sample 48 27 68 20 
Not home 9 4 7 3 
Refused 10 1 10 4 
Completed 29 22 51 13 
Response ~ate 60% 81% 75% 65% 
Table 3. Single Student Response Rate by A~ea 
Pannnel Schillette~ 
Cou~t V i I I age 
O~iglnal sample 84 84 
Vacant 1 1 
Final sample 83 83 
Not home 26 12 
Refused 3 5 
Completed 54 66 
Response ~ate 65% 80% 
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citizens, coded 0 and International residents 
(citizens of all other countries), coded 1. 
Age- Age is based on the question, "what is the age of 
the househol d head?11 for the famil y survey and "how 
old are yoU?" for the single student survey. Two 
categories are used in the analysis, traditional age 
residents, 18-24 and older than average age residents, 
25 years and older. 
Number of children- The number of children variable is 
only used for analysiS of the family survey. The 
variable is based on the respondent answering personal 
data questions about household members. Families 
without children and families with children are the 
two categories used in the analysiS. 
Length of residence - Length of residence is based on 
the response to the question "what was the month and 
year that you moved to USAC?" Responses are coded 
into months lived in the community. The variable is 
coded into two categories, residents living in the 
community less than one year and residents living in 
the community for one year or more. 
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Employment status- The employment va~iable is b~oken 
into a dummy va~iable coded 0, not employed and coded 
1, employed. The family su~vey will be limited to 
head of household employment status while the single 
su~vey will examine the ~espondent~s employment 
status. Employment status is based on the question 
"what is the employment status of __ ?" fo~ the 
family su~vey and "a~e you cu~~ently employed?" fo~ 
the single student su~vey. 
Education- The education va~iable is based on the 
question "what is the education level completed by the 
household head?1I in the family su~vey and "what is 
you~ educational status?" fo~ the single su~vey. 
Education is coded 0 fo~ attainment of less than a 
bachelo~~s deg~ee and 1 fo~ bachelo~~s deg~ee o~ mo~e 
advanced deg~ee. 
Income- the income va~lable is c~eated by summing the 
following ~esponses about financial ~esou~ces fo~ the 
family su~vey: sala~y o~ wages, loans, schola~ships, 
gove~nment funding, g~ants, unemployment insu~ance, 
su~vivo~~s benefits, disabilIty benefits, ADC o~ AFDC, 
money f~om pa~ents, dolla~ cost of food stamps which 
we~e pu~chased, inte~est and dividends, annuities, 
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trusts, periodic insurance payments, royalties, child 
support or alimony, serviceman's payor family 
allotment or Veteran's educational benefits, drawing 
on savings. The single survey income variable is 
created by summing the following financial resource 
responses: salary or wages, loans, scholarships, 
government funding, grants, unemployment insurance, 
survlvor's beneflts, dlsabllity benefits, money from 
parents or other relatives, interest and dividends, 
annuities, trusts, periodic insurance payments, 
royalties, Veteran's educational benefits, drawing on 
savings, other resources. Income is coded into three 
categories, low, medium, and high for crosstabulation 
procedures. 
Three scales were developed to measure the main 
variables in the study: physical satisfaction, social 
services satisfaction, and housing satisfaction. In 
two of the scales, physical and social services 
satisfaction, residents were asked to respond to a 
series of questions about their familiarity with 
services in the community. When the respondent 
reported familiarity with a particular service, they 
were asked how satisfied they were with that service. 
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Those residents who reported unfamiliarity with a 
particular service were not asked the satisfaction 
questions. As a result, those responses that 
indicated unfamillarity were coded to the neutral 
category for analysis purposes for the physical and 
social services scales. The development of the three 
scales is described in this section. 
Physical services satisfaction- A physlcal services 
satisfaction scale is formed by adding the following 
satisfaction questions together: Satlsfaction with 
the International Furniture Exchange, an organization 
that provides furniture to International students 
while living in Universlty Student Apartments, Pammel 
Court Laundromat, Pammel Court Rec Hall, a recreation 
room that gives residents access to pool tables, ping 
pong tables and arcade machInes, 100 University 
Village Meeting Room, a room available for use by 
residents and/or groups who want to schedule functions 
or programs, Arts and Crafts building, a building in 
Pammel Court available for use by residents and/or 
groups who wish to schedule functions or programs, 
Pammel Study Hall, a facility in which residents can 
study or use computer terminals, Cyclone Grocery, a 
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community g~oce~y/convenience sto~e located in Pammel 
Cou~t. ca~ maintenance a~ea. an a~ea located in Pammel 
Cou~t that is used fo~ ca~ ~epai~s and oil changes. 
ga~den plots. ga~den space located in each of the fou~ 
community a~eas available fo~ ~ent by ~esldents 
th~ough the USAC council. amount of pa~king space. 
condition of sidewalks/st~eets. and pedest~ian safety. 
The ~eliabilities fo~ the Physical Se~vices 
Satisfaction scale gene~ated a C~onbach's Alpha of .46 
fo~ the family su~vey and and showed a ~ange of .00 to 
.34 fo~ the co~~ected item-total co~~elation. The 
single su~vey ~esults gene~ated a C~onbach's Alpha of 
.57 and the co~~ected item-total co~~elation ~anged 
from .02 to .50. 
Social services satisfaction- A scale for social 
services satisfaction is formed by adding the 
following satisfaction questions together: USAC 
council. the University Student Apartment ~esident 
government. own council ~epresentative. residents 
from each living a~ea who represent residents' view 
pOints at council, council activities, activities 
offered for the community sponso~ed by ~esident 
government, the COMMENTOR, the communIty newsletter. 
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and the sheriff/s department, the communities/ law 
enforcement body, availability of the resident/s 
resident manager, quality of welcome by the resident/s 
resident manager, and quality of check-in service 
received when moving lnto the community at 100 
University Village, the Housing office. 
Reliabilities for the Social Services 
Satisfaction scale resulted in a Cronbach/s Alpha of 
.63 for the family survey and a range of .25 to .44 
for the corrected item-total correlation. The single 
survey results generated a .60 Cronbach/s Alpha and 
corrected item-total range of .17 to .46. 
Housing Satisfaction- The housing satisfaction 
variable is computed by adding the following 
satisfaction questions together: size of apartment, 
floorplan of apartment, size of living space, size of 
bedrooms, size of kitchen, amount of storage space, 
kitchen layout, condition of building, exterior 
appearance of building, noise level in neighborhood, 
noise level in apartment, and outside living areas. 
The results of the rellabilites for the Housing 
Satisfaction scale generated a Cronbach's Alpha for 
the family survey of .65 with a corrected item-total 
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correlation of .08 to .43. The single survey results 
showed a very strong Cronbach's Alpha of .84 and a 
corrected item-total correlation range of .34 to .65. 
Reason for 11v1ng 1n USAC- This variable is comprised 
of eight separate items: design, cost/rent, 
appearance, availability of the apartment, proximity 
to ISU, size of the apartment, neighborhood, and 
proximity to bus route. Respondents ranked the three 
most important reasons for choosing to live in USAC 
and responded, either 1 most important, 2 the next 
most important, or 3 third most important. 
Previous place of Residence- This variable is used 
only in the single student analysis. The variable is 
created by asking residents "where did you live prior 
to living in USAC?" 
Analysis 
Frequency distributions were obtained for all 
variables chosen for the analysis. After frequency 
distributions were obtained the data were thoroughly 
examined and recoded so that accurate data analysis 
could be performed. Missing data were recoded to the 
appropriate measure of central tendency. Reliability 
procedures were run on the three scales created, 
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housing satisfaction, physical services satisfaction, 
and social services satisfaction. 
Crosstabulation procedures were used to explore 
relatlonships between some of the variables used in 
the regression analysis. Crosstabulations were run on 
the scales housing satisfaction, physical services 
satisfaction and social services satisfaction and on 
the exogenous variables, sex, age, income, length of 
residence, citizenship, employment status, education 
and area. Number of chlldren was used for the famlly 
data and previous place of residence for the single 
survey. Crosstabulations were used to analyze the 
variable reason for living in USAC by selected 
exogenous variables. 
The final analyses used regression procedures to 
test housing satisfaction as a dependent variable 
establishing significant relationships among the 
variables in the analysiS, controlling for the 
exogenous variables. 
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CHAPTER III. RESULTS 
The results and interpretation of selected 
frequency distributions, crosstabulation and 
regression analyses are discussed in this chapter. 
Frequency Distribution Results 
The mean levels of satisfaction in the family and 
single student surveys indicate that families have 
higher levels of satisfaction with their housing, 
physical services, and social services than do single 
students. The mean levels do not differ greatly with 
a maximum difference of 1.59 for physical services 
satisfaction and .99 for housing satisfaction. Table 
4 indicates the results of the satisfaction scales. 
Crosstabulation Results 
Table 5 shows the results of the 
crosstabulations for the family and Single data. The 
tables indicate the variacles that show significant 
relationships with one another according to chi-square 
and Pearson correlation statistics. 
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Table 4. Mean satisfaction levels fo~ the physical 
se~vices, social se~vices, and housing 
satisfaction scales 
Means 
Va~lable . Famil y Single 
Physical Se~vices Satisfaction 
Social Se~vices Satisfaction 
Housing Satisfaction 
44.23 
28.03 
41.79 
42.64 
26.62 
40.80 
The c~osstabulations that indicate a significant 
~elationship in both the family and single data a~e a 
positive ~elationship between social se~vices 
satisfactlon and housing satisfaction and between 
social se~vices satisfaction and physical se~vices 
satisfaction. 
The c~osstabulations also indicate that ~esidents 
who have a bachelo~'s deg~ee o~ a~e wo~king on 
advanced deg~ees a~e mo~e likely to be satisfied with 
physical se~vices than ~esldents who have not yet 
achieved a bachelo~'s de~ee. Cltizens f~om the 
United States a~e mo~e likely to be satisfied with 
thei~ housing than a~e Inte~national citizens. 
55 
Table 5. Significant Chi-Square or Pearson Correlation 
Relationships Among Famlly and Single 
Crosstabulations 
Housing 
Satisfaction 
Variable Famil y 
Physlcal Servlces 
Satisfaction no 
Social Services 
Satisfaction + 
Age no 
Income no 
Length of Residence no 
International 
Employed no 
Education no 
Area of Residence + 
Chll dren 
Previous place of residence NA 
Note: p < .05 
no Relationship not significant 
+ Positive relationship 
Negative relationship 
NA Not applicable 
Single 
+ 
+ 
no 
no 
no 
no 
+ 
NA 
Physical 
Satisfaction 
Famil y SIngle 
+ 
+ no 
no no 
no no 
no no 
no no 
+ + 
+ 
no 
no 
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Social 
Satisfaction 
Famil y Si ngl e 
no no 
+ no 
no no 
no 
no no 
no no 
no no 
no 
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The area and housing satisfaction crosstabulation 
indicates that residents living in the Schilletter 
Village single student area are more likely to be 
satisfied with their housing than are single residents 
living in Pammel Court and that residents living in 
the family areas are more likely to be satisfied in 
Schilletter Village than any of the other areas. The 
crosstabulations show that residents are more likely 
to be satisfied in University Village than in Hawthorn 
Court and more satisfied in Hawthorn Court than in 
Pammel Court. Residents are more likely to have the 
greatest physical services satisfaction in Pammel 
Court followed by University Village, Hawthorn Court. 
and Schilletter Village. 
Significant relationships found in the family 
data that were not substantiated in the single data 
include a positive relationship between age and 
physical services satisfaction and between income and 
social services satisfaction. The crosstabulations 
also indicate United States citizens are more likely 
to be satisfied with social services than 
International citizens. Residents who have no 
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child~en a~e mo~e likely to satisfied with thei~ 
housing than ~esidents who have child~en. 
The~e a~e two c~osstabulations that have ve~y 
nea~ly significant ~elationshlps in the famlly su~vey. 
Residents who wo~k a~e mo~e likely to be satisfied 
with thei~ housing than those who do not wo~k. This 
~elationship ~esulted in a significance level of 
.0561. The ~esidents who have achieved a bachelo~~s 
deg~ee o~ a~e wo~king on advanced deg~ees a~e also 
likely to be mo~e satisfied with social se~vices 
satisfaction than ~esidents who have not achieved a 
bachelo~/s deg~ee. The significance level fo~ 
education level and social se~vices satisfaction is 
.0575. 
The data f~om the single students ~eveal the 
following signIficant ~elationships that we~e not 
found in the family data. A positive relationship was 
found between physical se~vices satisfaction and 
housing satisfaction. Female ~esldents are more 
likely to be satisfied with social se~vices than are 
male ~esidents. Residents who have attained less than 
a bachelor/s deg~ee a~e more likely to be more 
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satisfied with their housing than residents who have 
attained or are working on advanced degrees. 
There is also a significant relationship between 
previous place of residence and housing satisfaction. 
Residents who have previously lived in sororities, 
fraternities or housing other than living off-campus, 
with parents or in the residence halls are more likely 
to be satisfied with their housing. Residents who 
have lived with their parents have the next highest 
level of satisfaction followed by those who have lived 
in the residence halls. One conclusion that might be 
made is that those students living in 
sororities/fraternities and other group living 
situations are looking for more autonomy than can be 
offered, therefore, are more satisfied with apartment 
living. 
The crosstabulation results analyzing reason for 
living in the University Student Apartment Community 
by selected exogenous variables indicate an 
interesting finding. One of the most important 
reasons for moving to the apartment community Is for 
cost considerations. Only the variables that have a 
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significant relationship to cost of rent are 
discussed. 
Single residents who live in Schilletter Village 
are more likely to feel their cost of rent is a more 
important reason to live in the University Student 
Apartments than do single residents of Pammel Court. 
Residents who have lived in the community for less 
than one year are also more concerned about cost of 
rent as a reason to live in the apartment community 
than are residents who have lived in the community 
longer. Residents from the United States consider 
their cost of rent as more important than do residents 
from other countries. 
Cost has an interesting impact on family 
residents. A positive relationship is indicated 
between cost/rent and social services satisfaction and 
physical services satisfaction. Residents living in 
Pammel Court are more likely to have chosen to live in 
the University Student Apartments because of cost/rent 
considerations than residents of the other living 
areas. American residents indicate more likelihood of 
considering residency in the apartment community 
because of cost than do International residents and 
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residents who have lived in the community for more 
than one year reported that choosing to live in the 
University Student Apartments because of cost is more 
important than do residents living there less than one 
year. 
Regression Results 
The regression analysis indicates similar results 
for the family and single surveys when housing 
satisfaction is chosen as the dependent variable. 
Pammel Court and physical services satisfaction are 
the only variables that create a significant 
relationship with housing satisfaction as shown in 
Table 6. 
These findings are surprising because the area 
and housing satisfaction crosstabulation show a 
signiflcant relationship in both the family and single 
student surveys yet only Pammel Court showed a 
significant relationship in the regression run. This 
is especially noteworthy since Pammel Court is 
indicated as the area most likely to have the least 
satisfaction in the area crosstabulatlon. One reason 
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fo~ this finding may be that even though the low ~ent 
in Pammel Cou~t is ve~y appealing and fills a ve~y 
impo~tant financial need fo~ ~esidents the physical 
appea~ance, the amount of space and the age of the 
units a~e ove~~iding facto~s when assessing ove~all 
housing satisfaction. 
It is not unexpected that the~e is a positive 
~elationship between physical se~vlces satisfaction 
and housing satisfaction. What is unexpected, 
howeve~, is that the~e is not a significant 
~elationship between Pammel Cou~t and physical 
se~vices satisfaction because the c~osstabulation 
~esults indicate a signifIcant ~elationship among a~ea 
and physical se~vices satisfaction with Pammel Cou~t 
having the highest level of physical se~vices 
satisfaction. 
This ~elationship is not su~p~lslng because most 
of the items in the physical se~vices satisfaction 
scale a~e located in the Pammel Cou~t community. A 
conclusion that can be made is that community se~vices 
that a~e made available to ~esidents, that also 
fulfill ~esident needs, cont~ibute to mo~e 
comfo~table, satisfying housing. It seems that this 
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rationale would hold true for social services 
satisfaction as well, but does not. 
The social services satisfaction variable does 
not indicate a significant relationship between social 
services satisfaction and housing satisfaction in the 
regression analysis. The crosstablulations reveal a 
significant relationship among these two variables in 
both the single student and family surveys. It is 
apparent that when the exogenous variables are 
controlled, the relationship between social services 
satisfaction and housing satisfaction disappears. It 
is probable that the interaction residents get from 
staff, sheriffs and/or resident government may not be 
extensive enough, so residents are not taking 
advantage of the full capacity of services available 
to them. Another reason may be that cultural 
differences and/or language barrier affect the impact 
of the information that is given to residents, whether 
it is written or verbal. 
The frequency distributions also indicate that 70 
percent of the famIly respondents are employed, and 50 
percent of the single students are employed. If 
residents are employed, the amount of time spent in 
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their apartments is much more limited, therefore, they 
are more likely to be unfamiliar and ultimately less 
satisfied with social services offered in the 
community. 
The citizenship variable for family students 1s 
significant at .10 and is noteworthy even though it 
was slightly over the acceptable percentage for 
significance. The results indlcate that Unlted States 
citizens are more likely to be satisfied with their 
housing than are International citizens. This finding 
is consistent with the crosstabulation results which 
indicated a significant relatlonship among citizenship 
and housing satisfaction. American resldents, in at t 
probability, are more llkely to be satisfied due to 
familiarity of housing type and the closeness it fits 
their needs. 
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Table 6. The effects of the exogenous va~iables on 
housing satisfaction 
Va~iable 
Pammel Cou~t 
Hawtho~n Cou~t 
Famll y 
-.227249* 
.059004 
Beta 
Single 
Schillette~ Village .042779 .482650* 
Physical se~vices satisfaction .255028* .464245* 
Social se~vices satisfaction .154630 .065687 
-.051645 Sex 
Income 
Age 
Employed 
Education level 
Inte~national 
Length of ~esldence 
* p<.05. 
Constant 
F 
df 
P < 
.015919 -.059271 
-.063000 .165183 
-.046432 -.033896 
-.039124 -.032266 
-.189260 -.069296 
-.133022 -.066360 
26.635410 -12.190011 
.30 .45 
.22 .39 
3.56 8.56 
11 and 98 10 and 106 
.0002 .00001 
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CHAPTER IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The~e a~e seve~al fIndings that UnIve~slty 
administ~ato~s should take note of in these data. The 
info~mation ~ega~ding the impact of Pammel Cou~t on 
the Unive~sity Student Apa~tment Community is 
especially inte~esting. In both the family and single 
student su~veys, Pammel Cou~t ~esidents indicated that 
they we~e ,less satisfied with thei~ housing than any 
of the othe~ living a~eas. 
This finding is not ext~ao~dina~ily su~p~ising 
conside~lng the age and space conside~atlons of the 
Pammel units, but does wa~~ant fu~the~ investigation. 
While ~esidents a~e exp~essing lowe~ levels of 
satisfaction with this living a~ea the~e is a 
substantial waiting lIst of ~esidents who wish to move 
into o~ t~ansfe~ into Pammel Cou~t. One of the fi~st 
~easons that comes to mind is that the cost of ~ent is 
ve~y ~easonable in Pammel Cou~t. It is p~obable that 
the cost of ~ent compensates fo~ the deficiencies that 
may c~eate lowe~ levels of satisfaction with the 
living unit itself. 
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Anothe~ ~eason Pammel Cou~t ~esidents may choose 
to live in this a~ea even though satisfaction levels 
appea~ to be lowe~ is the Depa~tment of Residence/s 
policy about apa~tment imp~ovements. Pammel Cou~t 
~esldents a~e allowed to alte~ the inte~lo~ and 
exte~lo~ of thei~ units while ~esidents in othe~ a~eas 
of the Unive~sity Student Apa~tment Community a~e not 
allowed to do so. This allows a deg~ee of 
pe~sonalization not offe~ed elsewhe~e in the 
community. 
Fu~the~ su~veys should include questions about 
how ~esidents feel this option to imp~ove o~ 
pe~sonalize thel~ unit affects thei~ ove~all 
satisfaction with housing and If they have chosen to 
alte~ thei~ living unit. The impact ~esidents/ 
feelings have on this issue could have lasting effects 
on othe~ living a~eas. Residents who feel ve~y 
st~ongly about having the option to make apa~tment 
imp~ovements may spu~ the Depa~tment of Residence to 
alte~ policies allowing mo~e flexibility for apa~tment 
imp~ovements in Schillette~ Village, Hawtho~n Cou~t, 
and Unlve~sity Village. 
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An unexpected finding indicates that social 
services satisfaction does not have a significant 
relationship with housing satisfaction in the 
regression. It was hypothesized that there would be a 
significant relationship between these two variables 
because relationships with staff, the resident 
government and/or information disseminated to 
residents would enhance positive feelings about living 
in the community, ultimately creating higher levels of 
housing satisfaction (Paul et al., 1984). One reason 
this hypothesis may have been rejected is that a 
substantial number of residents work and therefore 
spend more time away form the community, eliminating 
the amount of time they spend utllizing the social 
services of the community. 
A recommendation for future studies would be to 
measure not only social services within the community 
but social interaction satisfaction within the 
community. The influence that interaction residents 
have with each other is an interesting phenomena. The 
interaction patterns that take place in the different 
areas of the apartment community could be utilized by 
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staff for analysis, especially in the areas of 
programming and community involvement. 
It is possible that Department of Residence 
expectations of staff and their impact on the 
community is different than the needs of residents. 
If this is the case, further studies should 
lnvestigate the issues related to residents~ 
expectations of live-in staff, resident government, 
and sherlffs. Investigatlng ways in which the 
Department of Residence can train community leaders 
and staff to disseminate information in a more 
effective manner would also be helpful. 
PhYSical services are having a significant impact 
on overall housing satisfaction. It may be concluded 
that part of the satisfaction of the physical servlces 
stems from the facilities themselves being of good 
quality. Another factor may be that staff and/or 
publications for the community are providing accurate 
information about services to residents. 
A weakness of the study was the reliability of 
the physical and social services satisfaction scales. 
Becuase there were so many residents who were 
unfamiliar with services, it is dIfficult to conclude, 
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without doubt, how strong the relationships were 
between these two scales and housing satisfaction. 
Future surveys may want to include more questions in 
regard to services. This would ensure that residents 
understand what partlcular area, buildIng, staff, 
publication, or facility is being referred to. 
A major consideration in a study that analyzes 
housing satisfaction in University Apartment areas is 
that University housing offers much more in the area 
of services for its residents than do other types of 
private housing. Residents may have moved into the 
community from residence halls or 
sororities/fraternities to get away from rules and 
regulations and a restricted environment <Eckerle and 
Pearson, 1976-1977). They may not want to participate 
in community functions or communicate with staff, 
their main goal being to receive an education in the 
minimum time possible before moving on to something 
better. If this is the motivation for moving to 
student apartment areas, it would be advantageous for 
staff to investIgate what proportion of the population 
they are likely to have impact on so that services and 
facilities can be geared to the right populatIon. 
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APPENDIX: CORRELATION MATRICES 
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Table 7. Co~~elatlon Mat~lx, Single Su~vey 
1 2 3 
1. Housing Satisfaction 
2. Physical Se~vices 
Satisfaction .424 
3. Social Se~vices 
SatIsfaction .257 .450 
5. Age -.054 • 111 .111 
6. Income - .121 .100 - .012 
7. Length of 
Residence - .138 .060 -.018 
8. Citizenship -.216 .115 .149 
9. Employment -.009 .016 .044 
10. Education - .171 .147 .158 
11. A~ea .428 - .134 -.031 
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4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
.072 
-.080 .279 
-.060 -.088 .033 
-.016 -.583 .354 .060 
-.013 -.064 .288 .065 .051 
.052 .451 .197 .187 .522 .066 
.082 -.412 -.282 -.219 -.554 -.077 -.480 
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Table 8. Correlation Matrix, Famlly Survey 
1 2 3 4 5 
1. Housing 
Satisfaction 
2. Physical Services .271 
Satisfaction 
3. Social Services 
Satisfaction .280 .410 
4. Age - .130 .175 .063 
5. Income .072 .091 .096 .311 
6. Length of 
Residence -.203 .134 -.054 .250 .070 
7. Cltizenship -.282 .07 -.03 .468 - .109 
8. Employment .011 - .187 .05 -.037 - .161 
9. Education -.095 .216 .131 .515 -.086 
10. Pammel Court -.348 -.043 -.073 -.044 - .150 
11. Hawthorn Court .087 -.037 -.072 .035 - .102 
12. University 
V ill age .153 .007 .118 -.072 .174 
13. Schilletter 
V ill age .135 .093 .007 .128 .062 
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6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 
.092 
-.211 .216 
.267 .347 -.057 
.142 .284 -.039 -.046 
-.097 .132 .116 -.016 -.291 
-.037 -.307 -.051 .105 -.517 -.420 
-.1 -.079 -.004 -.079 -.219 -.178 -.316 
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